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acted as first revisers (preceding Smith, 1959) in selecting niacroglossa over maculata. 
Those authors (Schmidt and Stuart), as indicated above, did not assume niacroglossa 
and maculata as synonymous, whereas Smith (1959) explicitly did. 

The alternative proposed (Sabrosky, loc. cit.) to the request by Smith, Lynch and 
Reese (Joe. cit.) requires a triple action by the Commission: (1) suppression of Rana 
maculata Daudin, 1801, for purposes of the Law only of Priority; (2) suppression of 
the lectotype designation by Smith, Lynch and Reese (loc. cit.) for Rana niacroglossa 
Brocchi, 1877; and (3) designation of an alternate lectotype for the latter species. 
These actions will also substitute a name (Rana niacroglossa Brocchi) imprecisely 
fixed by locality for a name (Rana maculata Brocchi) precisely fixed by locality. 

Since the original Smith, Lynch and Reese request (loc. cit.) (1) achieves nomen- 
clatural stability by a single action by the Commission (suppression of Rana maculata 
Daudin, 1801, for purposes of both the Law of Priority and the Law of Homonymy), 
(2) retains the preciseness of fixation by type locality of Rana maculata Brocchi, 1 (3) has 
reasonable supportive usage and (4) does not violate real “entrenchment” of any 
name, it seems clearly preferable to the alternative proposed, particularly since the 
only purported, non-punitive reason for suggestion of that alternative (significant 
entrenchment of the name Rana niacroglossa Brocchi) is non-existent. 


COMMENT ON THE REQUEST FOR VALIDATION OF MUREX 
LOTORIUM LINNAEUS, 1758 (GASTROPODA) IN ITS ACCUSTOMED 

SENSE. Z.N.(S.)1886 
(see volume 26, pages 174-176) 

By Harald A. Rehder (Smithsonian Institution , Washington , D.C., U.S.A.) 

1 support the request of Dr. A. G. Beu to validate the name Murex lotarium 
Linnaeus, 1758, in the sense in which it has been used by almost all recent workers. 

2. To strengthen Dr. Beu’s case I would like to point out two facts not mentioned 
by him in his application. 

3. The first is that Linnaeus placed a question mark after his citation of Argen- 
ville’s figure M of plate 13. This would indicate that Linnaeus himself was doubtful 
of the suitability of this figure which actually represents his Murex pileare , for the 
species he was describing as lotorium. 

4. Secondly, it should be pointed out that in the twelfth edition of his Systema 
Naturae (1767) Linnaeus added as a figure citation Rumphius, pi. 26, figure B, again, 
however followed by a question mark: this figure unquestionably represents the 
Murex lotorium of authors. In Linnaeus’ personal interleaved and annotated copy of 
his twelfth edition we find, according to Dodge (1957 : 114), that he substituted figure 
B for figure M in the Argenville reference, removed the question mark, and also removed 
the question mark from the Rumphius figure. Both of these now unquestioned figures 
depict the Murex lotorium , now Cymatium lotorium (Linnaeus, 1758). 

5. I would suggest that Beu’s statement, made in his paragraph 4, that Murex 
lotorium Linnaeus and Murex pileare Linnaeus should be regarded as synonyms, 
cannot be upheld if this premise is based solely on a figure whose applicability to the 
species in question (i.e. lotorium) Linnaeus himself doubted. It is moreover, in 
apposition to his request for the validation of Murex lotorium in its accustomed 
sense. 

6. It is my feeling that the binomen (Murex lotorium) and the species to which it 
has been generally applied should be interpreted by the figures cited above that 
Linnaeus used in his annotated copy of the twelfth edition of the Systema Naturae. 

1. It might be added that Emerson and Old (American Museum Novitates , 2137 : 
5) have pointed out that Cymatium rhinoceros Roding, 1798, is the oldest junior 
synonym of Murex lotorium Linnaeus. 

1 There is no provision in the Code justifying the determination of the meaning of a species- 
group name by reference to a type-locality. Ed. 
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